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ABSTRACT 
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APPENDIX A. EVALUATION OF RIGHT TO READ MATERIALS 



1. Overview 

A, Description of Materials 

In order to provide a basic frameworlc for program operations, 
the National Right to Read Office sent planning and implementation mate- 
rials to every Right to Read site. These materials included the following: 

• Rij^ht to Read General Plan of Action 

This twenty-one page guideline delineated the roles of the 
Office of Education, State education agency (SEA), local school district 
(LEA), Unit Task Force, and Technical Assistance Teams in implement- 
ing local Right to Read programs* 

• Needs Assessment Package (NAP ) 

The NAP contained forty-five pages of directions for assessing 
site needs in terms of student achievement and attitude; personnel; mate- 
rial resources; curriculum and instructional techniques. The NAP also 
supplied charts for the display of pertinent data. 

• Program Planning Procedure (PPP) 

This fifteen-page package contained directions for selecting a 
basic approach to meeting program objectives; reviewing and selecting 
alternative methods, materials, and program organizations; and re- 
directing existing resources to support the new program. The kit also 
contained charts for displaying pertinent information. 

• ' Information Capsules (ICs) 

As a part of the Program Planning Procedure, a set of five 
information capsules containing filmstrips, cassettes, charts, and 
booklets was sent to each site» Th^se capsules described exemplary 
reading programs at the elementary, junior high, and high school levels. 
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• Statement of Work 

The twenty-four page Statement of Work guidelines gave di- 
rections and a format for describing the Right to Read school- -its 
objectivesi reading approachi personnel^ and budget. 

• Status and Reporting Center (S&tRC) 

This package contained fourteen pages of directions and 
several charts for displaying information concerning program goals and 
progress, 

B, Role of Right to Read Office and the Ne e d to Evaluate Planning 
Materials 

The National Right to Read Office believes it is an integral 
part of a team effort (along with State and local education agencies, and 
citizens of the school community) to bring about functional literacy by 
1980 for 99 percent of all U. S. citizens 16 years of age or under and 
for 90 percent of those over 16 years of age* Therefore, the National 
Right to Read Office has assisted in the planning, operation, and eval- 
uation of Right to Read programs. A part of this assistance has been to 
develop materials for a basic framework for planning and implementing 
such programs. 

The Right to Read Office felt it was necessary to evaluate these 
materials to ensure the effectiveness of program planning and imple- 
mentation; therefore, the Right to Read Office asked CRI to include this 
evaluation as a part of its 197<i-73 assessment, 

II. Evaluation Procedure 

A. Development of Instruments 

As a first step in the evaluation of these Right to Read 
materials, CRI staff reviewed the materials and simulated the needs 
assessment and program planning and implementation procedures to be 
followed at the Right to Read sites* A product of this task was the de- 
velopment of questionnaires and group discussion formats to be used 
in the Regional Workshops held in the summer of 1972. Instruments 
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were developed for parents, teachers, and principalst all of whom were 
to be members of the Unit Task Force (UTF) at each site. The ques- 
tionnaires and group discussions elicited information concerning the 
materials' effectiveness in terms of the following objectives: 

• Full Utilization^ -The extent to v/hich the planning 
materials and procedures were used. 

• Self- suff iciency -* - The extent to which the materials were 

self-explanatory, 

\ 

0 Uniqueness -- Whether the materials and procedures were 
unique or only a ^duplication of a system already available 
and in use by school distri';ts, 

• Usefulness - -Extent to which materials were flexible enough 
to apply over a broad range of local conditions, schools, and 
school systems* 

B» Regional Workshops 

Regional Workshops were held in July 1972, in Atlanta, 
Philadelphia, Chicago, and San Francisco. The workshops were attended 
by representatives of each local Unit Task Force (irom all sites, ex- 
cluding satellite sites), Technical Assistance Teams, and National Right 
to Read sfaffc CRI also invited consultants to each of the regional 
workshops. 

The workshops were designed to give UTF members (j>arents, 
teachers, and principals) the opportunity to make input to CRI on 
recommended changes and reactions to the program planning materials 
and procedures. At each workshop, participants were divided into role 
groups and were asked to fill out the questionnaires provided. A one- 
half day focused group discussion was then held to ensure that partici- 
panti'^ were able to fully contribute their ideas concerning the materials 
and procedures. In all, approximately fifteen parents, forty-three ad- 
ministrators, and twenty-seven teachers attended the conferences. 
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HI . Evaluation Re&ults 

Based on the data gathered at the Regional Workshops, CRI re- 
vised the materials and procedures and submitted these revisions to 
the National Right to Read Office for approval. The revisions included 
omitting some procedures and riaterials (including the Information 
Capsules) which people felt were not useful or which were not utilized. 
Other revisions involved clarification of terminology in order to improve 
the self-sufficiency of materials. Although most respondents had parti- 
cipated in this particular approach to needs assessment and program 
planning before, they all agreed that the materials and procedures were 
useful and stated that they would recommend them to other schools and 
school districts. 

After approval was received from the National Right to Read Office, 
CRI had 500 copies of the revised materials printed for immediate 
dissemination to Right to Read sites and other interested schools and 
school districts. End-of-year reactions to these materials as reported 
in the individual site self -evaluations are included as Section E (Volume 
III, Parts I, II, and III) in the Individual Site Assessments. 
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APPENDIX B. INSTRUMENTS 



Six instruments were developed to assess program/process vari 
ables and student reading achievement. These instruments appear in 
Section I of this appendix. The eight forms developed for use at the 
regional conferences appear in Section II. 
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1100 GLENDON AVENUH LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 90024 



(213) 477-5066 



Dear (Project Director): 

As you are already aware, Contemporary Research Incorporated is undtr contract 
with the U.S. Office of Education to undertake a descr>.ptive assessment of all 
school-based Right-to-Read sites in the country. This assessment is to take 
place during the 1972-73 school year. 

As an initial step toward implementing the assessment process, v?e are sendirg 
you the enclosed instruments (questionnaires) for the teachers in your Right- 
to-Read program. These instruments have been approved by the Right-to~Read 
Office in Washington. The ones entitled, ''Process Variables^^ "Attitude Data", 
arid "Achievement Data" are to be filled out by the teacher for each class the 
teacher is presently teaching in the Right-to-Read program. The others will 
be filled out once only by each teacher in the program. We have tried to esti- 
mate the total number of instruments your site will need and hav^i sent you that 
number. If you need more, may I ask that you duplicate the amount needed? Use 
the enclosed preaddressed envelopes to return them to us >^y 

Please ask each teacher to return his/her instruments in a separate envelope. 

At a later date, we will ask for scores related to the pre- and post-tests on 
reading achievement and student attitude. The cover sheet attached to each set 
of instruments indicates the confidential manner in which we shall treat all data. 

I would like to stress the importance of these instruments to our assessment 
program. May I ask you, as the project director at your school, to encourage 
each teacher in the program to fill out each instruii>ent as completely as possible 
and that the instruments be returned by the date indicated above. Some type of 
follow-up on your part to assure their prompt return will be most appreciated. 

If 1 may be of any assistance whatsoever, please do not hesitate to call me. 
Thank you kindly for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 



Jim Vasquez 

Program Director, Right-to-Read Project Assessment 
JV/cr 

cc : District Superintendent 

Dr. Ruth Holloway . . 

O 

ERLC 
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Dear Teacher: 

These instruments (questionnaires) constitute the initial step 
CRI is taking pursuant to fulfilling our contract with the U. S» Office of 
Education for an assessment of all school-based Right to Read sites in 
the country* Data pertinent to particular individuals and sites will be 
confidential and all reports will be released through the Right to Read 
Office in Washington. 

The instruments entitled "Piocess Variables^\ "Attitude Data", 
and "Achievement Data" should be filled out as soon as possible for each 
Right to Read class you are presently teaching. The others will be filled 
out once only. 

Your Name 

Estimated time for completion of all instruments 

Please return all instruments, including this page, to the above address 



Keep instruments stapled together and return in the envelope we 
have provided. Please fill out the information below. 

Name of School 



by 



State 
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Dear (Project Director): 

Contemporary Research Incorporated is completing the 
initial mailout for its assessment of Right-to-Read programs. 
This constitutes the first step CRl is taking pursuant to fulfilling 
its contract with the U. S. Office of Education. Data pertinent 
to particular individuals and sites will be confidential and all 
reports will be released through the Right-to-Read Office in 
Washington, D* C. 

As yet we have not received from your site all the infor- 
mation needed in order to complete this assessment. Below we 
have checked the information that is lacking and have written the 
names of those teachers from whom we have not received information. 

We have enclosed the corresponding instruments with a return, 
prepaid envelope. We will greatly appreciate receiving this infor- 
mation at the earliest possible date because of its importance to our 
assessment. 

Process Variables (one for each ciass taught)^ 



Teacher Characteristics 



Attitude Toward Right-to-Read 



Attitude Data 



Achievement Data 



Teacher Que stionnaire^ Form A 
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— Teacher Questionnaire, For ryi B 



All of the above instruments 



Thank you kindly for your cooperation in this matter. 
Sihcerelyi 



James Vasquez 
Program Manager 

Right-to-Read Project Assessment 
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1100 GLENDON AVENUE LOS ANGELES. CALIF. 90024 (213) 477-5066 



Dear (Project Director): 

As a final step in the data collection schedule! Contemporary 
Research Incorporated is sending the enclosed instruments to school- 
based Righ'f to Read sites. This assessment is being done pursuant to 
our contract with the U* S. Office of Education. 

The instruments entitled, ^'Achievement and Attitude Data Class 
Scores^' and ^'Achievement and Attitude Data Individual Scores^' are to 
be filled out by each teacher and for each class the teacher presently is 
teaching in the Right to Read program* The other instrument, ^'Teacher 
Questionnaire Form A (or Form B)'\ will be filled out once only by each 
teacher* We have tried to estimate the total number of instruments your 
site will need and have sent you that number. If you need more, may I 
ask that you duplicate the amount needed? Use the enclosed pre-addressed 
envelopes to return them to us within two weeks of receipt. Please ask 
each teacher to return his/her instruments in a separate envelope. The 
cover sheet attached to each set of instruments indicates the confidential 
manner in which we shall treat all data. 

May I request once again that due to the importance of these instru- 
ments to our assessment, you as the project director encourage each 
teacher in the program to fill out each instrument as completely as pos- 
sible and that the instruments be returned at the earliest possible date? 
Thank you most kindly. 

If 1 may be of any assistance whatsoever, please do not hesitate to 
call me . 

Sincerely, 



James Vasquez 

Program Manager 

Right to Read Assessment 

cc: District Superintendent 
Dr. Ruth Love HoUoway 
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1100 GLENbON AVENUE LOS ANGELES. CAUF. 90024 (213) 477-5066 



Dear (Project Director): 

Contemporary Research Incorporated is completing the final Htep 
in its data collection schedule for the assessment of Right to Read pro- 
grjims. This assessment is being done pursuant to our contract with 
the U. S. Office of Education. 

As yet we have not received all the information that is needed to 
complete this task. Below we have checked the information that is lacking 
and have written the names of those teachers from whom we have not re- 
ceived the needed information. 

We have enclosed the needed fornr s and pre-addressed, stamped 
envelopes in order to facilitate the receipt of this information. Due to the 
importance of these instruments may I request that you encourage each 
teacher to complete the forms and send them back as soon as possible? 
Thank you kindly- 

"Achievement and Attitude Data Class Scores^' 



'Achievement and Attitude Data Individvial Scores" 



"Teacher Questionnaire, Form A'* 



"Teacher Questionnaire, Form B" 



If I may be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call me. 
Sincerely, 



James Vasquez 

Program Manager 

Right to Read Assessment 
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CONTEMPORARY RESEARCH INCORPORATED 



1100 GLENDON AVBNUe LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 90024 {213) 477^5066 



Dear Teacher: 

Tho enclosed forms constitute the final step Contemporary 
Research Incorporated is taking pursuant to fulfilling our contract 
with the U»S. Office of Education for an assessment of school- 
based Right-to-Read sites. Data pertinent to particular individual,^ 
and sites will be confidential and all reports will be released through 
the Right-to-Read Office in Washington, D. C. 

The instruments entitled Achievement and Attitude Data 
Class Scores, " Achievement and Attitude Data Individual Scores, " 
and ^'Teacher Questionnaire, Form A (or Form B)'V should be filled 
out as soon as possible and returned to our office. Enclosed you 
will find a pre-addressed, stamped envelope to facilitate the return 
of these instruments. Please return all instruments, including this 
letter, to the above address by 



Your Name 



Name of School 



City and State 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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PROCESS VARIABLES 



Grade 



Section 



PROGRAM LOCATION 



h Reading instruction ia typically provided in one or more oX the 
ioUpwing basic ways. Please in in the boxed on the right 

the total number of hours per semester spent in each of the thre6 
basic ways. 



a. Reading is taught as a separate subjects 

b. Reading is taught indirectly through other 
subject matter* 

c* Special assistance is provided outside the class^ 
room for students in special need of reading 
help. 

lEACHER/STUDENT ORGANIZATION 

2. The teacher/ student organization can vary in the following ways. 

Please indicate in the boxes on the right the total number of hours 
per semester spent using each of the following ways. 



No, of 
Hours 
Per 
Semester 



18-20 
2U23 

24-26 



No. of 
Hours 
Per 
Semester 



a. Single teacher- -multi- subjects 

b. Reading specialty (responsible for more than 
one class) 

c. Team teachers 

d. Students doing cross-age teaching 

e. Tutor- specialist 
Tutor-aide 

g. Other (specify) _.^„. 



27 -29 

30-32 

33-35 

36-38 

39-41 
42-44 

45-47 
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:2ai Of the reStsohs listed below, indicate the one you consldet most 
important in selecting the instructional approach you employ in 
the classroom. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY. ) 

Administrative advice 1 

Other teachers* suggestions 2 

Advice of experts and consultants 3 48 

Trial and error in my own classroom 4 

Other (specify) 5 



B.20 



TIME SPENT m PROGHAM 



3. Indicate tit the boxes the number of students and the number of 
hours that the pupils typically spend in the reading program per 
semeste r. If different groups spend different amounts of time, 
list eaclT group on a separate line and the hours spent in the reading 
program* 





Number of 
Students 


Numbe r of 
Hours per 
Semester 




1. 






49-51, 52-54 








55-57, 58-60 


3. 






61-63, 64-66 








67-69, 70-72 








73-7 5, 76-77 



BASIC APPROACH 



4, Total number of hours per semester you teach in the reading 



4a. 
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program. 



Hours 78-80 



The basic api-*roaches to reading Instruction in the Classroom may 
by divided into the following 10 general categories. Please indicate 
in the boxes on the right the total number of hours per semester 
spent in each of the basic approaches. {SEE! ATTACHED LIST OR 
APPENDIX II OF THE RIGHT TO READ NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
PACKAGE FOR DEFINItlONS OF THESE TERMS BEFORE LISTING 
THE HOURS.) 



(ID»1-16) 
(17=2) 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 



f. 

g- 
h. 

i. 
j. 



Meaning emphasis 
Code emphasis 
Linguistics 
Modified alphabet 
Responsive environment 
Programmed learning 
Individualized reading 
Language experience 
Eclectic or author's own 
Other (specify) 



No. of riours 
per Semester 



18-20 
21-23 
24-26 
27-29 
30-32 
33-35 
36-38 
39-41 
42-44 
45-47 

48-50 
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Total 

(Must equal number of hours 
in Question 4. ) 



TECHNIQUES 



5. 



The techniques for i-eiiding instruction are listed below. Please 
indicate in the boxes on tho right the average number of hours per 
semester spent using each of the techniques. (SEE LIST INCLUDED 
IN THIS PACKAGE OR APPENDIX 11 OF THE mGHT-TO-READ 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT PACKAGE FOR DEFINITIONS BEFORE 
LISTING THE HOURS. ) ^ ~ 



a. Machine-based programmed instruction 

b. Other programmed instruction 
C. Gaming /simulation 

d. Instructional TV 

e. Interactive media 

f. Intensive involvement 

g. Discussion groups 

h. Demonstration-performance 

i. Lecture 
j. Contracts 

k. Use of supplementary materials 

1. Other (specify) 



No. of 

Hours per 
Semester 



52-54 
55*.57 
58-60 
6U63 
64-66 
67-69 
^0-72 

73-75 
76-78 

(ID1.16, 
18-20 

21-23 
24-26 



6. Please indicate in the boxes on the right the total number of hours 
per semester spent in each of the student organization reading 
schemes. 



No. of 
Hours per 
Semester 



a. Individualized reading instruction 

b. Small groups (5 or less students) 

c. Large groups (6 or more students) 

d. Total clatis 



27-29 
30-32 
33-35 
36-38 
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EVALUATION 



7, Each of the following items is considered an element of evaluation. 
Indicate in the boxes on the right which of these items is utilized 
in this classroom* 







Yes 
1 


No 
Z 




a. 


Diagnoatic reading tests are used \yith most 
or all students to determine individual reading 
'Deeds. - 






39 


b. 


The teacher has formulated or selected 
specific objectives for each student* 






40 


c, 


The teacher has formulated or selected 
specific objectives for the entire class* 






41 


d. 


Thp teacher ha^v developed or identified an in^ 
strument for measurincr attitudes toward 
reading* 






42 


e» 


The teacher has develODed or id^^ntified an in** 
Strument jfor measut'ing attitudes toward 
reading for the entire class. 






43 


f. 


Performance of students is measured in 
terms of objectives set for each individual. 






44 


g- 


Performance of students is measured in 
terms of objective$ set for the entire class. 






45 


h. 


Visible records are kept of class 
. performance. 






46 


i. 


Records of each student's performance are 
kept with respect to each objective. 






47 


j- 


Students are kept informed of their progress. 






48 


k. 


Students are involved in self-evaluation. 






49 


1. 


Parents are informed of students' progress. 






50 
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ethnicxty of class 

8, Please indicate in the appropriate boxes the number of students of 
each race in the class. 



a. Native American (Amerindian) 

b. Asian American 

c. Black 

d. Mexican American 

e. Puerto Rican 

f. White 

g. Other (specify) 



Number 
of Students 



52-54 
55-57 
58-60 
61-63 
64-66 
67-69 
70-72 



9. What percent of reading instruction is given in the following 
languages? 



Language 

a. , Standard English 

b. Non-standard English 

c. Spanish 

d. French 

e. Indian Dialect 

f. Japanese 

g. Other (specify) 



Percent of Time 



■T<'(ID1-16, 
-% 17=4) 

.% 

.% 

.% 

.% 



73-75 

76-78 

18-20 

21-23 

24-26 

27-29 

30-32 
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10, What is your native language? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER) 
Language 



a. 


Standard English 


1 




b. 


Non- Standard English 






c. 


Spanish 


"3 


33 


d. 


French 


4 


e. 


Indian Dialect 


" -5 - 




f. 


Japanese 


6 






Other fsnecifv) 


7 




What 


languages do you speak fluently? 








Lan^uaiKe 


Yes 
1 


No 
2 




a. 


Standard English 






34 


D« 


ison-otandard £«ngiisn 






35 


C, 


Spanish ' 






36 


d. 


French 






37 




Indian Dialect 






38 


t. 


Japanese 






39 


g- 


Other (specify) 






40 



12. Indicate the percent of students in your clasd that speak the foUowW 
ing languages as their native language* 





Langua.qe 


Percent of Students 




a. 


Standard English 




% 


41-43 


b. 


Non-Standard English 


> — 


% 


44-46 


c. 


Spanish 




— % 


47-49 


d. 


French 


s. 


% 


50-52 


^» 


Indian dialect 




% 


53-55 


f. 


Japanese 




% 


56-58 


g- 


Other (specify) 




% 


59-61 



13. What percent of students in your Right to Read class do not fluently 

speak your native language? % 62-64 
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14/ Dp you have difficulty in communicating with those students whose 
native language is not English? 



Yes 




15. Do teacher aides work in your classroom? (IF NO, END HERE/) 

Yes 1 66 3 

m04- ' No z . WM 

15a, {IF YES) How many are paid? 67-68 

i5b. How many are not paid? ^ 69-YO 

16. What is the average number of hours each aide works per semester? 

H ours 71-73 

17. (IF YES to item 15) Who are your teacher aides? 







Yes 
I 


No 
2 




a. 


Parent 






74 


b. 


Student teacher (from local college) 






75 


c, 


Connmunity organization member 






76 


d. 


High school student 






77 


e. 


Other (specify) 






78 



(ID-1-16, 17=5) 



(IF YES to item 15) What types of. activities does the aide(8) 
in this classroom perform? (CIRCLE AS MANY AS APPLY.) 


Yes 
1 


No 
2 




a. 


Tutoring students 






18 


b. 


Mark tests 






19 


c. 


Distribution of materials 






20 


d. 


Working in the small and large groups 






21 


e. 


Preparation of materials 






22 


f. 


Liaison with parent and other outside personnel 






23 


g' 


Bus monitor 






24 


h. 


Supervision of recreational activities in or 
outside class 






25 


i. 


Classroom maintenance 






26 


« 

J- 


Supervision of field trips 






27 


k. 


Other (specify) 






28 
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TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS 



1, Name of School: 



City 



State 



purposes. Please circle the code number to the riaht of the 



2. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
56 or over 

3. Sex: 

Male 
Female 

To which ethnic group do you belong? 

Amerindian (Native American) 
Asian American 
Black 

Mexican American 
Puerto Rican 
White 

Other (specify) 



4. 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 
2 

I 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 



13 



It 



15 



5. What is your marital status? 

Married 
Single 



1 

2 



16 



6. 

7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



Education 


1 


Social Sciences 


2 


Humanities 


3 


Fine Arts 


4 


Physical Sciences 


5 


Mathematics 


6 


Other (specify) 


7 



11. In what year did you obtain your B. A. ? 



19 



How many children do you have? • 17-18 

Please circle the category which best describes the community in 
which you were raised. (If you lived in several types of communities, 
please circle the one type that was the most dominant influence. ) 

Rural 1 

Suburban 2 

Urban * ; 3 

Inner City 4 

Please circle the category which best describes the community in 
which you presently reside. 

Rural 1 

Suburban Z 

Urban 3 

^ Inner City 4 

What is the highest degree that you hold? 

A. or B.S. 1 

M. A. or M,S* 2 

Ph.D. 3 

Other (specify)^ ^ 4 

In what area is your degree? 



22 



20 



21 



23-24 
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12, 



13. 



14, 



15. 



f*or how many years have you taught in this school? (Exclude 
student teaching) 



years 25-26 



For how many years have you taught? (Exclude student teaching) 

y ears 

Please circle the grade level{s) you currently teach. 

Pre -kindergarten 
Kindergarten 
1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 
10-12 
EMR 

Special (please specify) 



1 
2 

3' 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 



What is your job title? (CIRCLE APPROPRIATE NUMBER) 

Reading Specialist 1 
Teacher of Reading 2 
Bilingual Specialist 3 
Multi-subject teacher 4 
Other (please specify) 5 



27-28 



29 



30 
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TEACHER ATTITUDE TOWARD RIGHT TO READ 



1. Please indicate by placing a check (✓) in the appropriate box which 

of the following features are included in your Right to Read program. 
Then rate those features in terms of their effect on improving students* 
reading skills. 



Features 


Included in 
Right to 
Read 


E£i 


'ectlveness 


ExctUtjiit 


Good 


Adequate 


Poor 


Ver v 
Poor 


Not 
Enough 
Info, 


1 


Mo 
2 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


a. Parental involvement 

b. Teacher in-service 
t 'aining 

c. Utilization of reading 
specialist 

d. Instructional 
materials 

e. Other (please specify) 




































































2. If given the option, would you choose to continue teaching in the Right 

to Read program next year? (Circle the number of the appropriate answer,) 

Yes 1 

Yes, but only if changes are made in the program 2 



41 

No 4 



Questionable, a lot of improvements would have to 

be made 3 
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(ID 1.10. 11=0, 12=3) 



TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE FORM A 



1. 



When teachers of reading find that their students have difficulty in 
learning to read they report a nunnber of reasons for this phenomenon. 
(The following list contains some factors often mentioned as decisive 
in determining how well a child learns to read.) On the basis of 
your experience, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with each item below by checking the appropriate space. 



Success in learning to read well 
is usually traceable to: 

a* How carefully the student works. 

b. How much creativity the teacher 
has. 

c. How much confidence the student 
has in himself. 

d. Whether the teacher likes the 
student. 

e. How difficult the reading material 
is. 

f. The ability of the teacher to 
communicate with her students. 

g. How fortunate the student is in general 

h. How alert the student is during 
reading instruction. 

i. How much teacher preparation 
gc^s into a reading lesson. 

j. How much the student cares about 
learning to read. 

k. The socioeconomic background 
of the student. 

1* How much competency the teacher 
has. 

m. The ability of the teacher to in- 
dividualize instruction. 



Strongly 
Agree 


Agree 


Disagree 


1 Strongly 
Disagree 


1 


2 


3 


4 
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Strongly 
Agree 


Agree 


Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 










2 


3 


4 




n. 


Whether the student^s parents 
read at home. 










26 


^ o. 


How much time the student spends 
in working on reading. 










27 




Whether the student is a boy or a 
girL 










28 


^ q* 


Whether the student's parent(s) 
belong to an ethnic group that is 
verbally oriented. 










29 




How much academic abiHty the 
student has« 










30 



Z, Given the Items on this questionnaire, choose the three that you 
believe are most decisive in determining how well a child learns 
to read and rank them 1, 2, and 3 on the lines provided to the left 
of the letters. Circle the letters for the three items you believe 
are least decisive in determining how well a child learns to read. 
Then rank them 1, 2, and 3 on the lines provided. (Note: 1 = 
least decisive of them all. ) 



31 

32 
33 
34 
35 

36 
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(IDl-10, U=0, 12 = 4) 



TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE FORM B 



li When teachers. of reading find that their students have difficulty in 

learning to read they report a number of reasons for this phertortienon, 
(The fpllowing list contains some factors often mentioned as decisive 
in determining how well a child learns to read. ) On the basis of 
your experience, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with each item below by checking the appropriate space* 



Failure to learn to read well is 
usually traceable to: 

a. How carefully the student works, 

b. How much creativity the teacher 
has* 

c. How mudh confidence the student 
has in himself. 

d. Whether the teacher likes the 
student. 

e. How difficult the reading material 
is. 



f. 
h. 



k. 



The ability of the teacher to 
communicate with her students, 

How fortunate the student is in general 

How alert the student is during 
reading instruction. 

How much teacher preparation 
goes into a reading lesson* 

How much the student cares about 
learning to read. 

The socioeconomic background 
of the student* 

1* How much competency the teacher 
has. 

m. The ability of the teacher to in- 
dividualize instruction. 



Strongly 
Agree 


Agree 


Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 


1 


2 


3 


4 








































































» 



































13 
14 

15 
16 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 
22 
23 
24 

25 
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Strongly 
Agree 


Agree 


Disagree 


Strongly 
Disagree 






1 


2 


3 


4 




n. Whether the student's parents 
read at home. 










26 


u» now mucn time cne stuuem spends 
in working on reading. 










27 


Dft Whether thp student is a hnv rtr* a 
gi^l. 










28 


q» Whether the student^s parent(d) 
belong to an ethnic group that is 
verbally oriented. 










29 


r. How much academic ability the 
student has. 










30 



Given the items on this questionnaire^ choose the three that you 
believe are most decisive in determining how well a child learns 
to read and rank them 1, 2, and 3 on the lines provided to the left 
of the letters. Circle the letters for the three items you believe 
are least decisive in determining how v.'el! a child learns to read. 
Then rank them 1, 2, and 3 on the lines provided. (Note: 1 = 
least decisive of them all. ) 



31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
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O.M. B, No. 51.S730JS 
Approval kZxplrc*: 7'<)l-7} 



RKADiSO ACHIEVEMENT DATA* -INDIVIDUAL SCORES 



(ID ]>I6) 



17=1 



(Ple«i« tU\ dut thift iorm for each ftlght-td-!^e4d cU«s. Pleaie r«port alt icore* in 

"." Seclion_ ^ . Name of School 



termi of grade level equivalence.) 
City ■ Slate^ 



Tola! Dayi In School Year^ 



l.iV " 



Age* Race^« 



Sex 



Average 

number 

of houri 

Dally 

Right' 

to-Read 

Uitruc* 

tion 



Total 
Day« 
Abient 

During 
Thli 
School 
Year 



Tout Houri tn School Day, 



f fours 



Minute* 



Nan^e of Initruinent 



Total Re &^ g^Sc o r e ■ 
{In Grade Level 
Equivalent) 



Torm 

Date 
Given 



Poat-leat 
Form 



Date 
Given 



Name of Initrumcnl 



Total Re! 



Scorei 
(In Grade Level 
Equivalent) 



Pre-leil 

Form 



Date 
Given 



Pott-teit 

Form 



Date 
GUen 



IB. ^2 



Name oHnsitrument 



2) 24 



Total Scorei 
(tn Grade Level 
Equivalent) 



Pre-lell 
Form 



Date 

Given 



Poat*le»t 

Form 



Date 
Given 
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Si- 



JUL 



1^ 



11^ 



1!^ 



26; 



lit 



11^ 



Ik 



yiUU 11 'Z . IB 20 21:22 23 24 25-26 27-29 
P'lAgi^ U4UaU yeara attd month ■. For example { 10, 4 » ten yean, four monlha* 

bi« th« following detlgnatlofia: B « Blacks W • WMle; SP » Spanish Surname; 
' • I « American Indian: 0 - OrlenUl; Olh « Other. 



m>4i 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

OFFICE OF eoUCATION 



WASKINOTON»D,C. 20201 



A major component in the evaluation which Contemporary Research 
Incorporated (CRI) is undertaking for the U, S. Office of Education's 
Right to Read office will be the 8ummari2ing and reporting of infor- 
mation supplied by the schools in their own project evaluations. For 
this reason we are providing each Right to Read school with an out* 
line that suggests the kinds of dati that should be included in project 
self-evaluations. It may be that you will want to include additional 
items ill your report. All such Information is accept^ble^ but we 
consider the following Items to be essential. 

• Description of program objectives and degree to which 
they were accomplished 

• Identification of present project Director (name and job 
title, e. g, I Principal, Teacher, etc. ) 

• Total number of students In present Right to Read classes 
by grade level. 

• Total number of students presently in school by grade 
level 

• Ethnic breakdown (percentages) of students presently 
in Right to Read classes by grade level (please use t*^e 
following categories in reporting all items related to 
ethnlcityj American Indian, Black, Mexican American, 
Asian American, Puerto Rican, White, Other), 

• Ethnic breakdown of teachers of Right to Read classes 
by grade level 

• Nature and extent of in-service staff training 

• Activities of the Unit Task Force during both Planning 
and Implementation phases 

• Use of Right to Read Technical Assistants during both 
Planning and Implementation phases 



EKLC 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTh/eOUCATION. AND WELFARE 
OFnee OF eoucATiON 

WASHINOTON.D.a 202^ 



Description of how the diagnostic-prescriptive approach 
w^s used 

# Usefulness of the Program Planning Procedure and Status 
and Heporting Center nriaterlals 

# If you have a Reading is Fundamental (RIF) program in 
your school^ please describe the nature of this program 
(e.g. » parent involvement, iiiicreased reading of books 
by students, attitude changes toward reading or other 
observed results related to this paperback book program) 

# Student affective assessment (if attitude tests were ad- 
ministered, supply dates, scores, and a brief analysis 
of results) 

« Parental involvement (e.g. , how many parents were in- 
volved, types of activities, etc.) 

# Procedure used in project evaluation (who participated 
in the evaluation, was evaluation ongoing or done at the 
end of year, approximate number of man-hours required 
for evaluation) 

# Findings and recommendations of the evaluation 

We are enclosing a form to be used for supplying CRI with the pre- and 
post-test achievement scores. Please complete the form and return 
it with your project evaluation to CRI by May 15, 1973. 

This communication is the last which you will receive relative to this 
year's evaluation by CRl* We wish to express our gratitude to all 
school'^based Right to Read sites for the full cooperatioh they have 
given CRi and our office during the course of this yearns evaluation, 



Sincerely yours, 






Sister M# P» Hampton 
Coordinator of Evaluation 
Right to Read Program 



i 



mm 



SECTION II: REGIONAL CONFERENCE MATERIALS 
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Unit Tusk Force Questionnaire 



NOTE: Wherever there is reference to Right-to-Read Technical Assistants 
this includes technical assistant team members and reading 
specialists supplied by the National Right-to^Read Office^ 

Name of School: ^^^^ ' 

1, Your Position: 

1 Principal 4 District Administrator 

2 Teacher 5 ^ Other (specify) 

3 Parent 

2« Location: 

1 Inner City 

2 Rural 

3 Suburban 

3. Ethnic Balance of Students in School (Percentage): 

% 



1. 


Amerindihin 


2. 


Asian 


3. 


Black 


4. 


Chicano 


5. 


Puerto Rican 


6. 


White 


7. 


Other (specify) 



4, Ethnicity of UTF members. (Next to each possible UTF member* 
please indicate his/her ethnicity using the numbers corresponding 
to each ethnic group in question 3. ) 

1 Principal 6 District Administrator 

2 _ Teacher Other (specify): 

3 Teacher 7 

4 Parent 8 

5 Parent 9 „ 
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Please indicate the grade levels involved in your Right-to-Read 
program by checking appropriate space below. 

1 Pre-K 10 8th 

2 K 11^ 9th 

3 ist 12 10th 

4 2nd 13 nth 

5 3rd 14 12th 

6 4th 15 Non-graded (please describe 

^ g^j^ the student organizational 

— — structure) 

8_ 6th ^ 

9 7th 



Please indicate how you were chosen to attend this conference by 
checking appropriate space below. 

1 Selected by UTF Principal 

2 Selected by UTF District Administrator 

3 Selected by UTF Parents 

4 Selected by UTF Teachers 

5 Other (specify) 



How were the members of the Unit Task Force (UTF) chosen? You 
may check more than one answer. 

1 Appointed by School Principal 

2 ^ Chosen by Parent- Teacher organization 

3 Appointed by District Office administrator 

4 Other (specify) 



Please indicate how many of the following people were members of 
the UTF by placing the number in the appropriate spaces below. 



1 

2 
3 
4 



Principal 
Teacher 

District Adnainistrator 
Parent 



Right-to-Read (R2R) 
Technical Assistance Team 
Member 

Right-to-Read (R2R) Read- 
ing Specialist 

Others (specify) 
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l.£ 9. How many times did the entire UTF meet? 

- ■■II ." ■« ■ 

lOi How many houro were spent in these meetings overall? 
During the Program Planning Phases 

U. How many times did the entire UTF meet? . 
12. How many hours were spent in these meetings overall? 
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in 14. Who decided the responsibilities of UTF members? 

pf'-;-'. i__.Principal 

Z UTF District Administrator 

ip 3^^ ^UTF Parent(8) 

4 UTF Teacher(s) 

5 R2R Technical Assistant (s) 

6 Decisions made by all UTF members 

7_ Other (specify) 



15. Indicate by checking in appropriate box which of the following 
activities various people of the UTF participated in? 



Activities 


Parents 
1 


Tciicher s 
2 


Pr incioal 
3 


District 
Administrator 
4 


Other 
5 


i 


Attended meetings 












Z 


Visited model programs 














Spoke to teachers 
regardinj; needs 












A 


Reviewed information 
capsules 












$ Gathered information tor 
Needs Assessment 
Packafie (NAP) 












6 


Other (specify) 
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16# Who made the final decision on program design? (You may check 
more than one) 

1 ^ UTF Principal 

2 ^ UTF Parents 

3 UTF Teachers 

4 UTF District Administrator 

5 R2R Technical Assistants 



6 ^ Other (specify) 



17, Did you receive the Statement of Work guidelines from the Right- 
to -Read Office? 

1 YES 2 NO 

18« Were the guidelines used in order to fill out the Work Statement? 
1 YES 2 NO 

19. If YES, were the gviiriftlines clear? 

1 ^YES 2 ^NO 

20. Did you use the suggested format in writing the final Work Statement? 
1 YES 2 ^NO 

21. If you had problems with the Statement of Work guidelines, please^ 
state what the problems were and any suggestions you may have for 
their revision , 

Problems Suggestions 



22. Who v /ote the final Work Statement? 

1 UTF Principal 6 Other (specify) 

2 UTF Parents 

3 UTF Teachers 

4 UTF District Administrator 

5 KdK Technical Assistants 




23. Was the final Work Statement reviewed and approved before it was 
sent to Washington, D. C. ? 

\ ' - YES 2 NO 3 DON'T KNOW 

24. If answer is YES, who reviewed it and how much tin>e was spent? 

Time Spent 

1 Principal ^ . . ^ " ■ ■ 

2 ^ UTF Parents 

3 UTF Teachers 

A UTF District Administrator ■ V ' — . : . 

5 \^ R2R Technical As sistants . . : ' ■ :-, . . . 

6 Other (specify) ; " ■ ■ 



25. After the UTF reviewed and approved it, were there any changes 
made before submission to U. S. O. E. ? 

YES 2 ^NO 

26, If YES, by whom? 



27. If YES, why were changes made at this point? 



28. What role will the UTF play once the program is underway? 



29. Have you participated before in a school policy-making group com- 
posed of school administrators, parents, teachers, and principals? 

1 ..^ YES 2 NO 

30. If you were given the opportunity to form a Right-to-Read Unit Task 
Force, who would you choose? 



Needs Assessment Package Questionnaire 



Contemporary Research Incorporated (CRI) is making an assess- 
ment of the Right to Read Needs Assessment Package for the Office of 
Education. You are the best source of information we have regarding 
these materials^ therefore your answers to the following questions 
will be Invaluable for our assessment. This questionnaire should only 
be filled out by the person/ s involved in using the Needs Assessment 
Package* 

We want to find out if these materials were useful in your needs 
assessment phase, and if noti what recommendations you can make for 
their revision. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

NOTE: Wherever there is reference to Rlght-to-Read 

technical assistants, this includes technical assistant 
team members and reading specialists supplied by 
the National Right-to-Read office. 

1. Please indicate the degree to which this procedure has been com* 
pleted by checking the appropriate space below. 

I C ompleted 

2 In progress 

3 Just beginning 

2. If this procedure has not been completed, please specify at what 
step the Unit Task Force {UTF) is in completing it? 



Name of School: 



3. Your Position: 

1 Principal 4 District Administrator 

2 Teacher 5 ^Other (specify) 

3 Parent 
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4, Did any member of the Unit Task Fotce (UTF) have previous 
experience with needs assessment? 
1 YES 

5r 1£ YES, who? 

I UTF Parent/ 8 

a _UTF Teacher/s 

3 UTF Principal 

4 UTF District Administrator 
p ther (specify) 



6. To what extent did the UTF utilise the Needs Assessment Package 
(NAP)? 

1 Completely 

2 Partially 
3 Not at all 

7, If the UTF did not use the NAP materials , why not? 



IF YOU DID USE THE NAP. PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS: 

8. Check below the person/s who used the NAP. 

1 UTF Parent/s 4 UTF District Administrator 

2^ UTF Teacher/s 5__ 

3 _UTF Principal 



_Right-to-Read Technical 
"Assistants 



_Other (specify) 



9. Please check (A) in the appropriate column the person who gathered 
the information in the following categories. 



Category 


UTF 
District 
Adminis- 
trator (1) 


UTF 

Principal 
(2) 


UTF 

Parient 

(3) 


UTF 

Teachet 

(4) 


Right- to- 
Read Tech- 
nical 
Asst. (5) 


Other 
(specify) 


If Student Performance 














2. Headin«[ Program 














3< Resources 














|. Personnel 
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Did the UTF need additional assistance in using the NAP {excluding 
the Right to Read Technical Assistants) ? 
1 Y ES 
2_ NO 

I£ the UTF needed assistance, who helped you and What kind of 
help did they give? 



WHO HELPED 


TYPE OF HELP 























Check YES or NO in the table below whether it was possible to 
obtain the following information (as it appeared In the NAP), 



Category 


YES 


NO 


1« Readins comprehension 






2« Word recoijnition 






3« Verbal expression 
(written/oral) 






4, Program location 






5. Teacher/student 
ort^anisation 






6. Time spent in proj^ram 






7« Percent of students 

served by reading program 






8t Basic approach 






9t Techniques 






10« Student grouping 






11. Evaluation 






12« Existing program 
started 






13« AvaUabUity/skiU of 
reading teachers 
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Category 


1 

YES 


NO 


14. Availability/ skill of 
additional reading 
personnel 






15* Non-clasdroom personnel 
avaiiaDie 






16. School library activity 






17. Staff reading specialists 






18* Outside contmltants 






19* Other non* school 
resources 






20# Dollar, resources 






21 # Decision-making 







Check YES or NO in the table below whether the table formats 
suggested in the NAP for collecting the data were useful. 



Category 


YES 


NO 


1. Reading comprehension 






2« Word recognition 






^* Verbal expression 
(written/oral) 






4. Program location 






S< Teacher/student 
organization 






6t Time spent in program 






7. Percent of students served 
by reading program 






8« Basic approach 






9. Instructional attitudes 






10. Student grouping 






1 1 « Evaluation 






12. Existing program started 






13. Availability/ skill of 
reading teachers 
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YES 


NO 


14. Availability /skill of 






available 






16. School library activity 






17. Staff reading specialists 






18. Outside consultants 






19. Other non-school resources 






20* Dollar resources 






Zl, Decision-niaking 







14. If you feel additional categories of information to be gathered 
should be included in the NAP| please lidt below. 



15. What categories would you suggest be eliminated from the NAP? 



16» How much time was needed to complete the NAP? 

Not of hours 

17. Did the UTF encounter any difficulties using the NAP with respect 
to definition of terms? {See question 18 for complete list of terms) 

1 YES 

2 NO 
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18. Please indicate your judgment of the definitions for the following 
terms found in the NAP. Check the first box if the definition 
of the term is similar to your own definition, the second box if- 
the definition is different from your own. Check the third box if 
the definition is clearly stated, the fourth if the definition is vague. 



Tft TtY\ 
JL O A ill 


Similar to 
own Definition 


Different From 
own Definition 


Clear 


Vague 


1« Adaptability 










2t Basal readers 










i5Uinguai 










*M0 V.^OQe OilipiiACflo 










5- Contracts 










6« Cross -age teaching 










7* Demonstration- 
performance 










8t Discussion group 










9. Eclectic approach 










10* English as a Second 
Language (ESL) 










11. Film/aimstrips 










12. Gaming/ simulation 
(G/S) 










13. Individualized 
instruction 










intensive invoivemeni 










15, Interactive mediated 

md.tfi i*i3.1s 










16. Language experience 










17* Lecture 










18. Linftuistic approach 






... .^-^t^^. 




19* Machine abased 
instruction 










20f Meaning emphasis 










21« Modified alphabet 










22. Other directed staff 
development 
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Term 


Similar to 
Own Definition 


tiifferGnt Ii^rom 
Own Definition 


Clear 


Va^ue 


23. Prosr£iix>tned 
Instruction 










24. Red.c}in& teacher 










25. Responsivd 
e n xH. r ontn ft nt 










26t School-directed staff 
de vftloDment 










27 » Single teacher - 
multi subjects 










28. Staff development 
materials/ services 










29. Startup costs 










30, Team teachin^a! 










31. Tutor aides 










32* Tutor specialist 










33. Use of supplement* 
arv materials 











19* If you found it difficult to distinguish between any of the terms listed 
abovej please fill in the blanks below » 

I cannot distinguish among ^ and 



1 cannot distinguish among and 

and^ ^ 

I cannot distinguish among 

and 

20. Please indicate by checking appropriate space below how important 
you feel the NAP was for filling out the Needs Assessment Summary 
Chart. 

1 Not important 

Somewhat important 

3 Important 

4 Very important 
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Atiy additional informationt 




iERIC 
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Program Planning Procedure Questionnaire 



Name of School 

Contemporary Research Inc. (CRl) is making an assessment of 
the Right to Read Program Planning Materials and Procedures for the 
Office of Education. You are the best source of information we have 
regarding these materials; therefore, your answers to the following 
questions will be invaluable for our assessment. We v/ant to find out 
if these materials were useful in your program planning phasei and if 
not, what recommendations you can make for their revision. 

The questions below will cover each step in the Program Planning 
Procedure. A xerox&d copy of all charts, a set of objective cards, a 
set of definition cards, and a copy of all the directions are provided for 
your use in answering the questions. 

Note; Whenever there is reference to Right to Read Technical 

Assistants, this includes technical assistant team members 
and reading specialists supplied by the National Right to Read 
Office. 
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Referring to each $tep we will ask you a series of questiona: 
STEP 1 

2. If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



3, If the UTF did this step, and eliminated any parts, what were 
they and why were they eliminated? 



4, If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggested, 
how was it done? 



5. If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
step, please state what problems there were and give any sugges* 
tions you may have for their revision. 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions 



Chart 



STEP 2 

6. If the UTF did not do this step^ why not? 



7/ If the UTF did (his step^ and eliminated any partSi what were 
they and why were they eliminated? 



8. If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggestedi 
how was it done ? 



9a« Did the UTF have any difficulty in transferring the information from 
the Needs Assessment Package (NAP) to the Needs Assessment 

Summary chart? YES 

NO^ 

9b- If YES» what problems were encountered? 



lOi Who ranked the priorities? 
UTF Parents 
UTF Principal 
UTF Teachers 
UTF District Administrator 
Right to Read Technical Assistants 
Other (specify ) 
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U. If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
atop* please state what prc^Vims there were and give any sugges- 
tions you may have for their revision. 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Direction*; 



Chart 



Ranking 
Prio rttieg. 



STEP 3 

12* If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



13. If the UTF did this step, and eliminated any parts, what were 
thoy and why were they eliminated? 



14. If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggestedi 
how was it done ? 



15a« Did the UTF use the game procedure (it e« going around in a 

circle picking objectives) for selecting objectives ? YES ^ 

NO 

15b- If NOi why not? 
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Did the OTF use another procedui'e (specify)? 



16* Wbuld you recommend this game procedure YES 

to other schools or school districts? NO 

i7i Did the UTF use any of the 15 objectives supplied YES 

Irt the Program Planning Kit? NO * 

1 8a. Did the UTF add any objectives ? YES 

N0__ 

18b. If /ES, what types of objectives ? 



19a. Did the UTF have any problems converting the YES 
ranked priorities of Step 2 into objectives? NO 

l9b. If YES, please explain: 



20. If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
stepp please state what problems there were and give any sugges- 
tions you may have for their revision. 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions 



Chart 



Game Procedure 



Objective Cards 
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Namo of School 



STEP 4 

21. If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



22. U the UTF did this step* and eliminated any parts, what parts wore 
they and why were they eliminated? 



23t If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggestedi 
how was it done ? 



24. Did the UTF receive the Information Capsules (IC's)? 

YES 

NO ( skip to question 30) 

25. Who reviewed the IC'e ? 

UTF Principal . 

UTF Parents 

UTF Teachers 

UTF District Administrator 

Right to Read Technical Assistants 

Other (specify) 



26, What did you thinK about tho IC*s? 



27* Put a check in front o£ the lC(s) that the UTF found applicable 
to your program, and after each list the components that will be 
utilised In your program (e»g.» instructional approach, objectives) 

H igher Horizons 

J uan Morel Campos Bilingual Center 



Project Conquest^ 
P roject R3 



£1 Paso Remedial Reading Laboratories 



N one 

2Ba* If the UTF used the tC(s), was the information received in them 
sufficient to implement your program YES 
without further help? N O 

ZBh, If NOi what additional information did the UTF need? 



28c. How did the UTF get additional information? 



29. Which IC components were most helpful? Please rank order: 
1 s least helpful; 5 most hi^lpful 
Cassette 

Chart 

Filmstrip 

Overview 
SampUr 

30 . Did the UTF receive the GUIDERULE? YES 

NO 

31. If YES, did the UTF find it helpful? YES 

NO 
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3f» Who jrevlewed local programs {it there were any)? 
UTf iprlncipal ' 
UTF parents : : ■ [ 

UTF Teichers . 
UTF District Administrator 
Right to Read technical As sUtants : . 
Other (specify) 



33. What were the most Innovative characteristics about the program(s) 
used? 

Higher Horlaona 

Juan Morel Campos Bilingual Center 



Project Conquest 



Project R3__ 

£1 Paso Remedial Reading Laboratories 



Local Program ^ 

34. What programs would you recommend to be added to the 5 model 
kits? (Give name of program and addr«-a)_ _ 



3S, If there were problems with any of the aspects of this 3tep> please 
state what the problems were and any suggestions you may have 
for their revision. 

Problem Suggestions for Revldion 

Directions 



GUIDERULE 



Chart 



STEP 5 

36. If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



37. If the UTF did this step and eliminated any partSi what were they 
and why were they eliminated? 



38« If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggestedi 
how was it done ? 



39. What diagnostic tests did the UTF select? 
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40* On what basis were these tests selected? 
Suggested by outside consultant 
Suggested by State education agency 
Suggested by District office 

Suggested Ustoftests from Needs Assessnnent Package 
Other {specify) 

4h Who made the final selection of diagnostic tests? 
UTF Parents 
UTF Principal 
UTF Teachers 
UTF District Administrator 
Right to Read Technial Assistants 
Other (specify); 



42. Did the UTF have to develoiJ any diagnostic tests? YES 

NO_^ 

43. If YES, what plans do you have for developing them? 



44. If the UTF had problems with any of the aspects of this step, 

please state what the problems are and any suggestions you may 
have for their revision. 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 
Directions , 



Chart 
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STEP 6 

45» If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



46, if the UTF did this step and eliminated any parts, what were they 
and why were they eliminated? 



47i If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggested^ 
how was it done ? 



48. Please indicate who was involved in deciding your basic approaches, 
techniques, teacher/student organis&ation and amount of in-service 
time required per teacher* 



Persons Involved 


Basic 

Approaches 


Tech- 
niques 


Teacher/ 

Student 

Organization 


In- 
Service 
Time 


UTF Principal 










UTF Parents 










UTF Teachers 










plT^^i^t Administrator 










R2E Technical Assts* 










Outside Consultants 
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49. Check which of the following sources provided the basic approaches, 
techniquesi teacher/student organization and in-service time for 
your program. 



Sources 


Basic 

Approaches 


Tech- 
niques 


Teacher/ 

Student 

Organization 


In- 
Service 
1 ime 




Information Capsules 










Local Program 










Other (specify) 









































50. If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 

step, please state what the problems were and any suggestions you 
may have for their revision. 

Pro blems Suggestions for Revision 

Direction 



Chart 



STEP 7 

51. If the UTF did not do this step, why not? 



52. If the UTF did this step. and eliminated any parts, what were they 
and why were they eliminated? 



53. If the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggested, 
how was it done? 
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54. Did the UTF have any problems transferring objectives 
and instructional approaches into this step? YES 

NO 



55. I£ YES, what kind? 



56. If the UTF had problems with any of the foUowing aspects of this 
step, please state what the problems were and any suggestions 
you may have for their revision. 

Profalems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions ] . 



Chart 



1 




Kit 



Name of School^ 
STEP 8 



57 • U the UTF did not complete thld step, why not? 



60 



if the UTF did this step and eliminated any pai-tSi what were they 
and why w^^ 



59. if tlie OTF carried out the step in a different way than v/as suggested, 
how was it done? 



If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
step, please state what the problems were and any suggestions 
you may have for their revision 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions 



Chart 
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STEP 9 

61 • If the UTF did not complete this step, why not? 



62. U the UTF did this step and eliminated any parts, what were they 
and why were they eliminated ? 



63* If the UTF carried out the step in a differoht way than was suggested, 
how was it done ? 



64. If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
stepi please state what the problems were and any suggedtions 
you may have for their revision. " 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions 



Chart 
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9 



g TEP 10 

65. U the UTF did not complete this step, why not? 



66, if the UTF did this step and eliminated any parts, what were they 
and why were they eliminated? 



67, If the UTF carried out the step in a di£ferent way than was suggested, 
how was it done ? 



68, If the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
step, please state what the problems were and any suggestions 
you may have for their revision. 

Problems Suggestions for Revision 

Directions 



Chart 
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STEP U 

' ': : ' " . . ■ I 

69. If the UTF did not complete thia step, why not? 



70. If the UTF did this step and eliminated any pai'te, what were they 
find why were they eliminated ? 



71. I£ the UTF carried out the step in a different way than was suggested, 
how was it done ? 



72. 11 the UTF had problems with any of the following aspects of this 
step, please state what the problem^ were awl any suggiisiions 
you may have for their revision. 

Problems Su gp j estions for Revision 

Directions ' ' ' ■ . i ". — . - ^ 



Chart 



I 
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Summary 

73» In the pa8t> has your school used a diagnostic -prescriptive 
approach in determining a new school program? YES 

N O 

74, Would you recommend this planning procedure to YES 
another school or school district? N O, ' 

75. Did using these materials and this procedure YES 

help the UTF locate needs not seen before? N O 

76* If YES, please specify 

77. Would you add any steps? YES 

NO 

78. If YES, please specify 

79. Would you omit any steps? YES 

NO_ 

80. I£ YES, please specify ^ 

81 # Would you change the sequence of steps? YES 

NO 

82. I£ YES, how would you change the sequence? 



83, Did you feel that any concerns or needs of your particular program 
were not addressed by this procedure? ^ 



84. Do you think that summarizing information into chart form is a 

helpful method for planning a program? YES 

NO 
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Which charts were moat helpfUl lft the program pUnhlng kit? 
Chart X ■ 

Chart 2 

Chart ■ . ; ■ . 
Chart 4 ' 

Chart 6 - : . ' : 

Chart 6 ;- ; . ■ ^ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ^ \ 
Chart 7 ' 
Chart 8 . ( ^ ■ ; / 

Chart 9 

Chart 10 

Chart J 1 ^ 

If . under a time pressure situation, what charts would you eliminate? 

Chart 1 ■ . . 

Chart 2 

Chart 3 

Chart 4 

Chart 5 ^ 

Chart 6 . . 

Chart 7 

Chart 8 

Chart 9 \ 

Chart 10 

Chart 11 

Any additional comments. 



■'MB 



■ 

mm 



2, 



Ifl there enough Irtfoi-matlon to put it intoOperatlon? 



Yes 

No 



3. How do you plan to use it? 



4. 



Is it eolns to be worthv.'hile? (Plc^nc^. c,tu)^,ir. | 



Technical Assistance Support Quostlonnaire 

(TAST) 



Your NameJ 



Please complete the following questionnaire for general information, 
h How do you perceive the role of the Right-to-Read technical 



assistants ? 



2. How many Right-to*Read Centers have you visited ? 

3. How were you assigned to the Right-to -Read Centers you visited? 

1 P ersonal choice 

2 O E assignment 

3 t ?nit Task Force request 

4 O ther (specify) 

4. What is your field of expertise? 

1 B ilingual Education 

2 E valuation 

3 M anagement Development 

4 M edia Specialist 

5 O rganizational Development 
6 Primary Education 

7 Primary Reading 

8 ^Programmed Instruction 

9 S econdary Education 

10 S ystems /nalysis 

11 O thers (pleose specify)' 
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PlcH80 complolc tho following quostionnalru for each Kight-to-Road 
Contor you have vi8ited» 

Your Nanio: Right^to^Rcad School 

1» Number of Visits: 

2« Total number of days visited at this site: ^ 

3, What tasks did you perform for tho Unit Task Force (UTB ) in the 
program planning procedure? 



4* Did you feci the time spent at this site was adequate? 

1 YES 

2 ^NO 

5# If NO, why not? Please elaborato^ 



6» Did you feel the technical assistance support was utilized to its 
maximum potential by the UTF at this site ? 

1 ^YES 

2 

?• If NO, why not? Please elaborate [ 
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Please complete the following quostlonnair^s for each Right*to-Rcad 
Center you have visited. 

Your Name: Riglil-lo-Read School 

Addregft, , ^ 

I* Number of Visits: ...^.^^^^^^^.^^^ 

Z. Total number of days visited at this site: ^^.^....^.^^..^^^ 

3* What tasks did you perform for the Unit Task Force (UTF) In the 
program planning procedure? 



4# Did you feel the time spent at this site was adequate? 

1 Ym 

2 ^NO 

5» If NO, why not? Please elaborate 



6# Did you feel the technical assistance support was utilized to its 
maximum potential by the UTF at this site? 
1 YES 

2 ^NO 

?• If NO, why not? Please elaborate 
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Please complolti the following qucdtlonnatro tot each Riglit^to-Road 
Center you have visited. 

Your Names Riuht-to-llcad School 

Address^ . , .,. . , / 

J. Number of Visits: 

2« Total number of days visited at lliis site: 

3. What tasks did you perform for the Unit Task Force {UTF) in the 
program planning procedure? 



4. Did you feel the time sj^cnt at this site was adequate? 

1 YES 

2 ^NO 

5i If NO, why not? Please elaborate 



6« Did you feel tlie technical assistance support was utilised to its 
maximum potential by the UTF at this site? 

1 ^YES 

2 ^NO 

7. If NO, why not? Please elaborate . 
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Ploa&o complolc the following quostionnairc for each Right •to- Read 
Center you have visited. 

Your Names Right-to- Read School 

Address , ^ 

1. Number of Visits; . . 

2« Total number of days visited at this site: 

3. What tasks did you perform for the Unit Task Force {UTF} in the 
program planning procedure? 



4* Did you feel the time spent at this site was adequate ? 

1 ^YES 

2 ^NO 

5» If NO, why not? Please elaborate 



6« Did you feel the technical assistance support was utilised to its 
maxinium potential by the UTF at this site? 

1 ^YES 

2 ^NO 

?• If NO, why not? Please elaborate^^ 
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Ploaso comploto the following quostlonnairo for each lligJit-to^Rcnd 
Contor you have vi$itod« 

Your Name:^^ ^ RiehtMo^Road School^^ 

Address 

h Number of Visits: 

2« Total number of days visited at this site: 

3. What tasks did you perform for the Unit Task Force (UTF) in the 
program planning procedure? 



4* Did you feel the time spent at this site was adequate? 
1 ^YES 

2 no 

5* If NO, why not? Please elaborate ^ 



6t Did you feel the technical assistance support was utilized to its 
maximum potential by the UTF at this site? 

1 YES 

2 ^NO 

7. If NO, why not? Please elaborate^ 
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Technical Assistance Support Quostionn? ire 
(UTF) 

Note: Whenever there Is reference to Right-to-Road Technical Assistants, 
this includes technical assistant team members and reading 
specialists supplied by the national Right-to-Read office 

Name of School; _^ 

1. Did the UTF utilize the Right-to-Read technical assistants? 
1 YES 

2 NO 

2. If YES. how many Right-to-Read technical assistants did 
you use? 

3. How many visits did you request? 

4. How many visits did Right-to-Read technical assistants actually 
make? - 

5. Did they come at the time you needed them? 
1 YES 

2 NO 

6. Approximately how much time did they spend at your center 
overall? No. of days 

7. Was this enough time? 
1 YES 

2 NO . 

8. Did you get any assistance from them over the telephone? 
1 YES 

2 NO 

9. If YES. number of calls 
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If you u$od tho Right-lo-Read technical a.^sistantSr plonsc indicnlo 
by placing a check (i^ in the appropriate box liow helpful thoy were 
for the services listed below. 



Services 


Not 
Used 

0 


Not 

Help. 

ful 

1 


Some- 
what 
Helpful 

2 


Help, 
ful 

3 


Very 
Help- 
ful 

4 


In- 
dispen- 
sable 
5 


1. Assisting you with 
orientation activities 














2. Assisting in the needs 
assessment 














3, Assisting in program 
planning 














4» Assisting in preparing 
work statement 














5* Assisting in preparing 
budget 














6. Assisting your center 
with program evaluation 














7. Planning staff develop- 
ment program and 
activities 














•r ' • ■ ■ ' ' . — 

8. Assistincf local schoo? 
district in providing 
communication link 
between your program 
and the Office of 
Ed ucation 














9» Assisting your center 
to disseminate infor- 
mation about your 
goalsi development, 
and proRrcss 














10, Other (specify) 
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11. Please inclicale to what extent the Right- to- Read technical assistants 
were helpful ovcrtxM by checking the appropriate space below* 

1.^ .Not used 4 ^Helpful 

Z ^Not helpful 5 _Very helpful 

3 ^Somewhat helpful 6 Indisperisable 

12. Would you have the sanne Right- to-Read technical assistants re- 
turn to your center for further assistance? 

1 YES 
Z NO 

13. Would you reconimcnd that other schools with a Right-to-^Read 
program use the Right-to-Read technical assistants? 

1 YES 

2 ^NO 

14. In what way would you change the role of the Rigbt-to-Read techni- 
cal assistants? 



15, Did the UTF use outside consultants other than Rlght-to-Read 
technical assistants as resources? 

1 YES 

2 NO 

16. If YES, who provided this assistance? Please check each source 
used and specify the type of service provided. 

Type of Service 

1 Industry 

2 Consulting firm 

3 University profes?;or 

4 School District Personnel 

S^^^^^Okher (specify) 



Office of Education Objectives Questionnaire 



Name of School: 



Contemporary Research Inc. (GRI) is conducting an assessment of 
all Right -to-Read Centers for the Office of Education* Two types of 
assessment will be made: a general assessment and an in-depth 
assessment. The general assessment will include visits to 80 of the 
centers by one CRI staff member for not more than a day. The in-depth assess 
ment will be conducted by a team of four CRI staff members who will 
visit each of the 20 centers for approximately four days. 

* Your participation in a Right -to-Read program makes you uniquely 
qualified to help us determine which program objectives should be 
emphasized in the in-depth and general assessments. 

The rating of the following objectives will give us an idea of which 
program objectives you would want CRI to include in the general assess- 
ment and in the in-depth assessment. These objectives were provided to 
each site merely as examples. You were encouraged to develop objec- 
tives that were appropriate to your program. Spaces are provided here 
for the inclusion and rating of the objectives you may have written. 

1, Did you receive the 15 Office of Education objectives? 

1 YES 

2 NO 
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plrecUonj; In the table b^lpw, check Wf the box that thc^e how Im- 
portant you feel It ii lor CHI to aiieii your program on the bails of 
each of the tilted objectives. List any of your own objective snot 
previously mentioned in the ipaces provided below. Indicate your feel- 
ings for those of the objectives you hope to accomplish in your (Irst 
year of operation Ommcdlatc) and for those objccllvcs you hope to ac. 
compUsh during your second year or later yean of operation (long- range) 
Use the following code to indicate how Important you feel It Is to 
asses s the objective I: 

1 t not Important i a ve|y Important 

2 s lonrtewhat imposrtant 5 c most Important 

3 s Important 



Office of Education 




Im 


mediate 


LoAg^Ranne 


Objeciives 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


i 


5 


1 Imj>rovlhg oral communications 
skills in order to facilitate 
reading 






















2 Studei^ts will Improve com- 
f>rehenslon of written materials 






















3 Students will improve reading 
raUi - - ' 






















4 Students Will improve ability to 
obtain specific Infoirmatton 
throug^b reading 






















$ Students vvlil deiripnst irate In* 
creased desire to participate 
in general School activities 






















6 Students will demonstrate In- 
creased socialisation 






















7 Students will participate in 
„ siicceas experiences 






















S Students will utilize several 
Sensory modalities to 
communicate 






















9 Students will function in a 
number of active team roles 






















10 Students will correlate voca- 
tional r^Alli YArVlAAl A tuUK 

reading skills develooment 






















11 Students will identify bicul- 
tural purposlveness 






















U Students will function in two 
lanjiuaRes 






















IJ Parents will demonstrate 
sup£>ort of project 






















H Parents will function In 
direct instructional roles 






















IS Students will respond to the 
struct'jre of remediation 






















1^ 






















1? 






















id 






















19 






4fi 
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Direcnon»; In the table below, check (w) the box that shows how Im- 
portant you feel il Is for CRI to assess ycur program on the basis of 
each of the Ustcd objectives. List any of your own objectives not 
previously mentioned in the spaces provided below. Indicate your feel* 
Ings for those of the objectives CRI should assess during the genoral 
site visits and for those of ihv objectives CRI should asscff »l\iring 
the in-depth visits. 

Use the following code to indicate how Important you feel it is to 
assess the objectives. 

1 » not important 4 - very Imporiani 

2 s somewhat important S = most imporrant 

3 = important 



Office of Education 


General 


In- 


pth 


Objectives 


1 


Z 


3 


4 


S 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 Improving oral communications 
skills in order to facilitate 
reading* 






















Z Students will improve com- 
_ prehension of written materials 






















3 Students will improve reading 
rates 






















4 Students wiil improve ability to 
obtain specific information 
through reading 






















S Students will demonstrate in- 
creased desire to participate 
In general school activities 






















6 Students will demonstrate in- 
creased socialization 






















7 Stu'dents will participate in 
Success experiences 






















S Students will utilize several 
sensory modalities to 
communicate 






















9 Students will function in a 
number of active team roles 






















10 Students will correlate voca- 
tional requirements with 
redding skills development 






















11 Students will identify bicul^ 
tural purposiveness 






















12 Students will function in two 
languages 






















13 parents will demonstrate 
support of project 






















J4 Parents will function in 
dtrectUnstructir^nal roles 






















IS Students wiil respond to the 
structure of remediation 






[ 










■i 






16 

— 1_ 
















1 






17 






















18 






















19 
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4, Our time is limited for visits to the gener*!' sites. From the above 
list, choose the three objectives whose process CRI should examine 
during this short space of time, 
i. 



2. 
3. 



■""Ml 



~ — ■ .... 
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CRl Assessmont Areas Form 



Contemporary Research Inc# (CRI) is eonducting an assessment 
6£ all Right to Read centers for the Office of Education. Two types of 
assessments will be made, .a general assessment and an in-depth assess- 
mentt The general assessment will include visits to 80 of t ie centers 
by one CRl staff member for not more than a day# The in*depth assess- 
ment will be conducted by a team of 4 CRI staff members who will visit 
each of the twenty centers for approximately 4 days* 

Your participation in a Right to Read program makes you uniquely 
qualified to help us determine which CRI assessment areas shouH be 
emphasiz^ed in the in-depth and general assessments. 

The answers to the following questions will give us an idea of 
which areas you would want CRI to include in the genreal assessment 
and in the in-depth assessment* 



I. Name, of Schooll 



2t Your Position: Principal Parent 

Teacher ^^^^ District Administrator 

3» Type of Site: Transition ^ Expansion 

Redirection ^^^^ Impact 

4. Location: Inner City 

Rural 

Suburban 

5. Your Ethnjc Background: 

Amerindian 

Asian 

Black 

Chicane 

Puerto Rican 

White 

Oth ;r 

6. Ethnic Balance of Students in school (Percentage): 

Amerindian 

Asian 

Black 

Chicano 

Puerto Rican 

White 

Other 
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cm Assessment Areas 

INSTRUCTIONS 

In the table below, please check H the box under the number 
which most closely corresponds to your idea of how Important it is 
for CRl to assess the following areas: 

1-NOT IMPORTANT - 3..1MPORTANT 

2t=S0ME\VHAT IMPORTANT 4:; VERY IMPORTANT 

5:= MOST IMPORTANT 



CRI ASSESSMENT AREAS 



General-Sites 



1 



3 4 



In-Depth Sites 



1 12 



3 4 



A. Physical Environment 

!• \ How important is it that 
CRI assess the impact 
of the school environ- 
ment? 



2, How important is it 
that CRI assess the 
physical layout of the 
classroom (ei gt , con- 
dition of building, etc)? 



3, How important is it thai 
CRI assess the physical 
environmental aspects 
of the local community, 
(e. g. , zoningi level of 
city services)? ' 



5. How important is it that 
CRI assess the physical 
arrangements in which 
the reading activity 
takes place ? 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

In the table below, please check (»^) the box under the number 
which most closely corresponds to your idea of how important it is 
for CRl to assess the following areas. ^ 
laNOT IMPORTANT 3=IMP0RTANT 
2a SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4= VERY IMPORTANT 

5=MOST IMPORTANT 



CRI ASSESSMENT AREAS 


General Sites 


In -depth SStes 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 4 


5 


0» Socia). Environmont 

assess effects on student of sim 
ilarity or difference between 
ethnicity of teacher and student ? 






















7. How. important is it that CRl 
assess the effect on the teacher 
of the similarity or difference 
between ethnicity of students 
and teachers ? 






















8. Kow important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of teacher** 
parent relationships? 














• 








9. How important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of teacher- 
community relationships? 






















10, How important is it that CRl 
assess the effects of teacher- 
administration relationships ? 






















U. How impoi^tant is it that CRl 
assess the effects of parent- 
administration relationships? 






















12. How important is it that CRl 
assess the effect of admin- 
istration-community relation- 
ships? 
























13, How important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of teacher 
preparation on student read- 
ing accomplishment? 




1 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

In the tablo below, please check (»^) the box undev the number 
which most closely corresponds to your idea of how important it Is 
for CItl to assess the foUwolng areas. 

IbNOT IMPORTANT 3= IMPORTANT 

isSOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4=VERY IMPORTANT 

5sM0ST IMPORTANT 



CRI ASSESSMENT AREAS 


General Sit^s 


In •depth Sites 


J 


Z 


3 


4 


5 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Hi How iiTi]>ortant is it that CRI 
ascess the effects of teacher 
behavior on student reading 

1 acconn>)ishmcnt ? 






















ISi How innporiant is it that CRI 
assess the effects of parent 
involvement in the school on 
student reading accomplish- 
ment ? 






















16, How important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of student 
behavior in the classroom on 
stuUent reading accomplish- 
ment? 






















17. How important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of student 
motivation on student reading 
accomplishment? 






















18. How important is it that CRI 
assess the effects of kinds of 
student attitudes on student 
reading accomplishment? 
























Of the abovd CRl assessment areasi choose the three that you consider 
the most important for the general assessment. 

1. ' 

2. • , 

3. ■ • . ■ . " 

01 the above CKI aBdessment areas^ choose the throe that you cotidlder 
the modt important for the in depth a$d688ment. 

3* ■ ' ■ 



4 
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APPENDIX D. MASTER MATRIX OF RIGHT TO READ SITES 



Jor 



The Master Matrix describes Right to Read school^based sites 
initially funded for the 1972-1973 school year in terms of various tn; 
categoi;*ies. For various reasons a few of these sites did not continue 
in the program for the entire ye^r. Listed below are the codes ex- 
plaining column headings and information included in the columns* Where 
information was not available cells are blank. Forty-four of the 160 sites 
listed were selected for the evaluation. 

Codes 

S: Satellite site (receives help from nearby Impact site 
to plan and implement reading program)* 

R: Geographic Region (as designated by the Right to Read 
Office). 

Impact; Refers to school with exemplary reading program se- 
lected to disseminate the program to nearby Right to 
Read (satellite) sites. 

Bilingual: Reading is taught in English and the children's native 
language. 

Ethnicity: Ethnic composition of all students in the school 

(W=v/hite, B=black, M=Mexican American, UAmerican 
Indian, Or=Oriental, PR = Puerto Rican, Oth.=other). 

Grade level: Grade levels included in the Right to Read program. 



\ 



D-l 



ALAUAMA 

Ridgccrost Htcmentary School 
Phcnlx City, Alabama 36867 


S 


R 


Im- 
pact 


iiOQUll 


Urban 




Suburban 


Roral 


Ethnldty 


Cr«i(i« 
Icvtl 




C 










X 




W-85% 
B-15% 


1-3 


ALASKA 

North Pole Elcmoniary and Junior 

High School 
North Pole» Alaska 9970S 




F 












X 


^-871/o 
B-L9% 
Eskimo* 
10.5% 
Or-. 6% 


K-B 


ARIZONA 

PhoenU Union High School 
PhocnlXi Arizona 85017 




D 








X 






M-58% ■ 
B-38% 
1-2% 
W-2% 


10 


ARKANSAS 

Valloy Springs Elementary School 
Valley Springs, Arkansas 72682 




D 












X 


W-99% 
M-l% 


K-6 


CALIFORNIA 

Dos Palos High School 

Dos Palos. Calirornia 93620 




D 




X 








X 


B-19% 
W-42% 
M.39% 


9 


Castolar-Los Angeles Unified 
School 

Los Angeles, California 90012 




D 




X 




X 






Or-74% 
M-2l% 
W-3. 8% 
B-, 8% 
0th-. 4% 


EMR 

2,3, 

4 


Griffith Junior High School 
Los Angeles, California 90022 




D 


X 




X 








M-88% 
Or.5% 
I-.25% 
W-6% 


7-9 


Crocker Highland Elementary 
School 

Oakland, California 94610 




D 


X 






X 






B-37% 
W-54% 
Or-9% 


i<.6 


Peter Pendlelon Elementary 
School 

Coachella, California 92S02 




D 




X 








X 


M-84% 
W-15% 
B.l% 


K-6 


Samuel Gompers Jimior High 
School 

San Diego, California 92113 




D 


X 






X 






Or-l. 3T 
B-80% 
M-12. 5^ 
W-3. 7% 


1 7-9 

0 


Memorial Junior High School 
San Diego, California 92113 




D 


X 






X 






B.52% 
M.42% 
W-4% 
0th- 2% 


None 



D-2 

I eric 



V ■ - 

CALIKORNJA (Cont, ) 

Beyer EUmenkary School 
San Yeldro. California 90606 


S 


R 


Im- 




Urban 


Cirv 






EtiMiicily 


Giadd 
level 




D 




X 






X 




M-79% 
W-13% 
Or.8% 


2 


Aeolian School 
WhltUori CalUcrnla 




D 










X 




M-SO^i 
W-18% 
Oth-2% 


K-4 


San Fernando Junior High School 

130 North Brand Hivd, 

Saa Kernandog California 913^0 


X 


D 








X 






B-l?»6? 

1-1.0% 

0-LO% 

M-53.6*/ 

W-26.8'P 


7 


Foahay Junior High School 
37S1 Soulh Harvard Blvd. 
Los Angeles, California 90018 


X 


D 








X 






D-94,l% 

0-3.2% 

W-0. 7% 

Span. 

Surname 

2.0% 


7 


Prescott Elenrtenlary School 
930 Campbell Street 
Oakland, California 94607 


X 


D 








X 






D-96.3*/ 
I-O. 1% 
M-2.4% 
O-O. 1% 
W-O. 7% 
Oth.0.4 


K-6 


Webster Elenrtentary School 
8000 Birch Street 
OaSciand« California 94621 


X 


D 








X 






B-88.77( 

1-0.4% 

M-5.2% 

0-0.2% 

W-5.0% 

Oth». S% 


K-6 


Woodrow Wilson Junior High 

School 
3838 C^rango Avenue 
San Oiego, California 93105 


X 


D 




X 




X 






B.8.5% 

O-l.0% 
W-74.2?^ 


7-9 


Central Elementary School 

4063 Polk Avenue 

San Diego, Califoriiia 9^105 


X 


D 








X 






B-18% 
M.31% 
W.51% 


K.6 


COLORADO 

South Koutt Elcmcnti>ry School 
Oak Creek. Colorado 80'^83 




E 












X 


M-3% 
W.9V% 




Thornton Elementary School 
Thornton, Colorado 80229 




E 










X 




W.88% 
M-10.8' 
B-.4% 
Or.. 4% 


K.6 



D-3 




CONNKCTICUT 

Wintonbury School 
Oloomfield, Connecticut 06002 


S 


R 


Im 
pad 




Urban 


City 


Subufban 


Rur^l 


EihnlcUy 


Grade 
Level 




A 










X 




Or-. 25*/ 
W-72.5^ 
D-26 
PR-. !i% 


K-4 


DELAWARK 

David W. Harlan Elementary 

Wilmington, Delaware 19802 




B 








X 






B.90% 
W-10% 


X.6 


FLORIDA 

Riverside Elementary School 
Miami, Florida 33130 




C 




X 




X 






Cuban- 
62% 
B-37% 
W-.5% 


5 


Alexander HlHsboro County 

School 
J. ampaj xiorivja j-jdih 




C 




X 






X 




W.7l% 
B.16% 
Oth- 12% 
M..5% 


1-5 


GEORGIA 

inoian v^rccK xtfiemeniar y Dcnooi 
Clarkston^ Georgia 30021 




c 










V 




B-13.27< 


1 1-7 


iv* Wore 

Atlanta, Georgia 30314 




Q 


Y 

■A 






X 






B - 100% 


f<-7 


Luckie Street School 

"too JL#UCI\lc OtrCCl, IX • TT » 

Atlanta, Georgia 3031 ft 


X 


C 








X 






B-48% 
W-52% 


PK- 7 
EMR 


A, F, He rndon School 
Atlanta, Georgia 30318 


X 


c 








X 






B.100% 


K.7 


GUAM 

Ineregan Elementary School 
Territorial Deparlmont of 

Agana. Guam 96910 




F 














W-2 

Oth-98 


K.3 


IDAHO 

Whitman Elementary School 
Lewiston, Idaho 83501 




F 










X 




B-.05% 
1-3. 7% 
W*96% 
Or».2% 
M^. 5% 


K-IO 
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ILLINOJS 

MUlon I.. Olive Parent Center 
ChkagOi lUJnola 60623 


S 




tm- 
^ct 




Urban 


City 


Suburban 


Aural 




C'td« 
level 




B 


X 






X 






0-100% 


K 


jNrf'Vft ■ci|j|s< I la II D VC <i 1 y . ** # ciAVSIIb 

Center 
Chicago, nUnols 60624 






V 

*\ 






X 










Charles Dickens*- Parent Center 
Chicago, Illinois 60612 




D 


X 






X 






W-4% • 
B.72% 
M.16% 
PR- 8% 


K 

• 


Nalhanial Cole- Parent Center 
Chicago, Illinois 60624 




fi 


X 






X 






B.100% 




Rockford, Illinois 611 11 


















M.3. 75?^ 
Or-. 25% 




Janncs A. Mulligan Elementary 

School 
1855 N. Sheffield Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60614 


X 


B 








X 






B-56% 
1-2% 
M-2% 
PR. 3 6% 
W-4% 


K 


Washington Irving Klomcntary 
School 

2140 W. Lextngton Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60612 


X 


B 








X 






B.20% 
M-60% 
PR. 10% 
W- 1 0% 


K 


Charles Evans flughcs Elementary 

School 
4247 W. 15th Strict 
ChicagOi Illinois 60623 


X 


B 








X 






B-100% 


K 


Parksido Elementary School 
6938 i>. East End Avenue 
ChicagOi illiriois 6C649 


X 


B 








X 






B-100% 


K 


INDIANA 

Daniel Weir School (No* 71) 
333 North Emereon Avenue 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46218 


X 


B 






X 








B-96% 
W-4% 


K.3 


Henry Wadsworth LongfclloiV 

School (No, 28) 
510 Laurel Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46203 


X 


B 








X 






B.l.2% 
M-O, 7% 
W.98. 


K-3 




INDIANA (ConL ) 

Benjamin Franklin Elementary 
School 

Bast ChlcagOi Indiana 46312 


S 


R 


tm- 




Urtvjrt 


Cly 


Suburban 


Rural 


Elhnlcily 


Grade 
Level 




B 




X 




X 






B-42% 
M-30% 
PR-18% 
W-10% 


K-6 


Glenwood School 
Evansville, Indiana 47713 




B 








X 






W-65.a% 
B-34.8% 


K-8 

Sp, Ed, 


School No. 113 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46236 




B 


X 








X 




W-88% 
B-12% 


K-6 


Jefferson School 
Gary, Indiana 46402 




B 




X 




X 






B.41% 

M.16% 

PR-25% 

Oth-6% 

W.12% 


K-6 
Sp. Ed. 


IOWA 

Casady Elementary School 
Deft Moines, Iowa 50314 




E 








X 






B-66. 7% 
W-32% 
Or-. 5% 


K-6 


Mitchellvtlle School 
Runnclls, Iowa 50237 




E 












X 


W-100% 


— ^ 

K-6 


KANSAS 

McKinley Elementary School 
Parsons, Kansas 67357 




E 












X 


W-65% 
B-35% 


K-6 


KENTUCKV 

Charles Clark Elementary School 
West Pre stonburg, Kentucky 4 1 668 




C 












X 


W.100% 


1-8 


LOUISIANA 

Johnson C. hockett Elementary 
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APPENJIX E. C0N3ULTANTSS TITLES AND AREAS 
OF SPECIALIZATION 



Contemporary Research Incorporated (CRI) was pleased to have 
been able to use the expert assistance ot a number of consultants through- 
out the evaluation, These consultants were specialists in psychology, 
psychometrics, sociology, soclollngulstics, speech, minority education, 
and reading. 

The consultants who participated in the Right to Read study are 
listed below: 



Consultant 




Degree/Area of Specialization/ 
Present Practice 


Dr. 


, Howard S, Adelman 


Ph, , Paychology 









Developmental Psychology 
Special Eductition 

Competency- Based Teacher Education 



Associate Professor, Department of Psychology, University of 
California at Riverside, . . ■ 











Dr/ Edith Buchanan 




Ed* , Curriculum Reading 
Specialist 





Program Director, Early Childhood 
M. A* Degree Program 



California State College/ Dominguez Hills. 



Dr. Lester R. D^Andrea Ph, D, , Psychology 

Research, Group Work 

Self- Employed Consultant 



Dr. Seymour Feshbach 



Ph. D. , Psy6h|^lbgy 
Cognitive and Kidtivatiori^r 



Consultant 



Degi-ee/Area o/ SpeciallZv^tlon/ 
Present Practice 



Dr. Ralph Hoepfner Ph. D. , Psychology 

Educational Concepts Evaluation 

Associate Research Educationlsti Center for the Study or Evaluation, 
University of California at Los Angeles. 



Mr. James A. Johnson, Jr* M. A. , Mental Retardation 

Cross-Cultural Differences 

Director, Multi-Ethnic Educational Program, Division IV, Far West 
Laboratory for Educational Research and Development. 



Dr. Marilyn Kourilsky Ph. D. , Speech and Economics 

Instrument Development 

Director, Center for Study of Economics in Education, University of 
California at Los Angeles, 



Dr. Janice Laine Ed. D. , Education 

Reading Specialist, Early Childhood, 
Sociolinguistics and Psycholinguistics 

University of California at Lo6 Angeles, 



Dr. Charles Leyba Ph. D. , Education 

Billngual-Bicultural Education 
Director, Project Maestro, California State University, Los Angeles, 







Dr. H. Alan Robinfion 


Ed. D. > Education 









Reading Programs 
Curriculum Development 

Hofstra Universityj, New York. 



Or. William D. Roh^vor, Jr. Ph. d. . Psycholpgy 

Innovative Reading Programs 
llriVlTy:' ^^P^'^^-^"^ EducaHon. University of Calirornla at 



Dr. Roger Shuy 



Pb. D. , English Llngai8tic< 



Sociological and Psycliologlcal 
Implication of Dialects ' 



Dr, Beatrice Ward Ed. D. , Cur,i«,„„ 

Educational Research and 
Development 

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development. 



